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X* this iaoawraoSua is In reasons* to your verbal request for - 
study of the alte* t of Section 22 of the Internal Security Act ofly> 
(t2$§ Sill) Upon t&3 ro~cit.lX6d **100 aliens* 1 proviso of Fabric 

lew- HO* 


2* Section 22 of tho Mr'fcmii 3111 provides, iafet *3ia,/ erthe 
exclusion of asny classes of .aliens, and the following . excerpt, wr le 
it is aarely a standardized disuse, la ef utiaoet importance In this 
oroblea* 


"Sec* 9t Any statute or other authority or provision 
having the farce or effect of law, to the extent that 
it ie irwor s latent 'with any of the provision* of this 
Act» is hereby exgrebsly declared to be inapplicable to 
amr alien whose cere Us within t he pmrvicw of this 
act *" (Aqphasla ours). 

3* It is readily armrest that th ® controlling factor is 
•Mhether or not the "1D0 alien# proviso is “within the purview" of 
the < M ot # d section of tha IteCarran B ill* One of the best indications 
that it is no? "within the purview* is the following portion of a 
statement ribal tted by Senator KcC&rran on the floor of the Senate * 


"Mr* Ffesident, the United authority the Oovemeent 
sow has te offer m&lm In our country to such persons 
is not disturbed by Section 22 of this bill# furthersnon® 
as I pointed- out during debate on this bill on the floor 
of th® Senate, the legislation recently passed by ih« 
Congress perad-ttinc the sdnisalon of up to 3D0 aliens 
per year for Intelligence reasons is act repealed or 
otherwise affected by H.l. 9h90. . • .* (Congressional 
Record of 23 September 195 >, peg® 15®1?) * 


lb® above ftete&ant was Matte 
sassage* Senator rcCsrraei r 
message be printed In Urn '"te 
pri n te d end the <f»tetS*>n is 
criticise of Seetinn 22* 


U* tt 


of 1 

CfK 

w 


luring debate on tbs President’s veto 
that Ms analysis of the veto 

Hama Record* His analysis ms 

w Senator** reply to the President’s 


.toaertt Upon a Court. By repeated 

-'"B 'KaSooW' to""bew®ll establish# 



cS'Urtft ' 1 . • a ,, ^ ^ 

Hist debates In dbnSJoSra #c»re®ativa of the views and Motive® of 
Indiv id ual ambers arc not a safe guide, and hence may not b® retorted 
to* la asoe r ta lnln-: tbs asanftic and purpose of the lawaakiag body, 
(ildridee vs. lilliMBS, 3 3or. 9, 2lij baited States v»* felon Paslfio 
S* Co*, 91 TJ. S. 72, 79? Baited States vs. TTwa-^iasouri ITeiabt Assn* 
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166 0* 5. 28G, 318). ffcmever, reports of committees stand vtpon a 
raare solid footing, and may be regard®! as an exposition of the 
legislative intent in a ease where otherwise the meaning of the 
statute is obscure* This line of reasoning has bean extended to in- 
clude explanatory statements in the nature of a supplemental report 
made by the conasittee master in charge of a bin in the course of 
passage* (Pennsylvania R. Co. vs* International Coal Mining Co., 

230 U. S* 184, 198 $ United States vs. St. Paul M. and M.R. Go., 247, 
U. S. 310, 3lSj United States vs. Coca-Cola Go,, 2Ul l?. S. 26$, 281). 
Inasmuch, as Senator AcCarran wun la charge of the bill, and since Ms 
statement could be considered in the nature of a supplemental explana- 
tory report, it is reasonable to believe that even a court would 
consider his words as as indication of legislative intent* There are 
numerous cases which could be cited in support of this position. 


5. jjgfegt of MeCarran Statement upon the Attorney General . 

Since any" co4&ovearey in tkt* matter probably will be set|3ieli'" , ly 
conference rather than by a court, it is necessary to consider the 
probable effect of the MeCarraa statement upon the Attorney General. 

We know of no valid reason the Attorney General could give for a 
refusal to consider the words of Senator MeCarraa. When a court 
states that a floor debate is not a reliable guide to the waning of 
a statute, two reasons are often advanced. One ream n is that words 
are spoken hastily in a debate, with insufficient reflection upon 
their waning. This reason should have no bearing upon our problem 
because the words quoted above ware taken from a prepared statement of 
Senator MeCarraa. The other reason often advanced is that the law 
as passed represents the majority view of the Congress and 'toe words 
spoken previously do net. This reason should have little bearing 
upon our problem, because the statement of Senator MeCarraa was made 
to explain tbs future operation of the Act to the legislators. 
President Trwan, in vetoing the lew, has stressed its effect upon 
the nation's intelligence services. Senator MeCarran's statement 
was in rebuttal to toe veto message, and he explained that the law 
would apt affect the "100 aliens" proviso. The law was passed shortly 
after the Senator had so explained its meaning. 

6* Committee Reports and Hearings* There is no reference to the 
"100 aliens" proviso in "Senate 75*00*%%, 2230, which accoapanied to© 
introduction of S. 1832. The saaa is true of House Report tb» 3112, 
which is the conference report on the licCarran Bill. We have not read 
all of the testimony presented at the hearings on S. 1832, but have 
examined all. of the testimony of all U. S. officials and found no 
reference to toe "100 aliens" proviso. This is at least some indica- 
tion that the committee did not consider Public Lear 110 "within the 
purview" of toe McCarran Bill* 
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to following are additional arguments 

T _ Ttft ir that congress dia not consider the *100 aliens* proviso 
■within the purview* of toe new bilit proviso 

i ,*1* -jffiiTT;* ive " Kwa «ntire VeCarran Bill 

J* * i ff d ft tbs control of subversive activities. This 
is *j™nt fro.a a roadie of toe legislative findings 
Jtoalf. More specifically, Section 22 is 
ainad dirsctly at subversives. Ths hearings (on S. 1832) 
bta ? ***** {fe * 2230) c^tSed hunarous 
aubveraiye aliens. Public Law 113, on the 
other tod, is designed to assist aliens who have been 

?^ aiua oi> totolligence 

i0 is to conclude that 

™* *e0ar»n Bill dons not iff act the «100 alisna" proviso. 

The cooaittee which for- 

22 f S on , Mcorti 88 favoring more discretion 
for those wJio are charged with adsdnistering the laws 

na** y7 £ nr°f tlj£ + 0n J r:ir C f !^ i#ns 45118 country. (See 

2? of senate «eport .to. 2230). Since Public Law 110 
^®CreUon regarding toe *100 aliens* is toe hands 

°n Inte lHgence, the Attorney 

Oeneral, smd the Commissioner of Iwtfgration, there is 

pr0Tl “ *' t * ’*«■ *“ 


Cm 



Senate Report Jto. 2230 
to “four exceptions" in the 


in&udes" 

T — « — — —Wifise mv auttl OJEAS^IA^XQUffi** 1 n TJK* 

ias^gration laws prior to toe euactaent of* the McCarran 
(See page 19 of toe Report) . Public Law no ± s 
JJ ntione f 453836 exceptions, indicating it may 

besui ^sris as far an the eoiwittee is concerned. 

4 ! £ Sf^ i , ph f KSe# ^' e8aio *ft cxel uslo altorius. 

hera * »i/ rate, this is at least aom 
indtostinji that the CIA Act is rot "within toe purview* 
of the new law. 
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